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Euthanasia Acceptance: An Attitudinal Inquiry . 
•Eirederick -J- Klopfer ^ William F, Price, 

' ' . " • * Oregon State University 

4/itli^a heightened interest in the topic of death, increa^d ^tSentiori 

^ ' • ' • ^ • ' "•'•* ^ - 

has also been given to J:he manner in which one dies. This study was conducted ^ 

to examine potential relationships between attitudes regarding tKe dyirff , ' 

•process, including acceptance of euthanasia, and other^-attitudinal or . 

* . • ^ * ' ^ " ^. 

' demographic attributes.* '\ . ' ^ " . 



- Expressed b^Tief in an after! ife' ha^s ^previously been found to/be related , 
to a preference r&r death by natural causes. Both philosophical (Alexander & 
Ara&nM^eilj^, 1965) and anthropological studpes indicate a belief that transition 
into an afterlj^f?^,is adversely "affected 'by accidental or other unnatural forms ^ 

of'dfidtfi. In tbis study, both- natural and accidental death, were posed as 

^ /• ^ • ' • ' ' • ' '.' ' ' ' ■ 

hypothetical situations involving fmmediate death. This was- done to clvoid . 

confusing dying duration with -the, natut^'al-accidental diitension. The relationship 

JDet^een belief in &fter<l rfe -^nd preferred duratipn of death was ^ssfessed 

by asking a«s6parate question, concerning ^durartipn. . , ,y 

; Since belief in an afterMfe isJvpresumed to be related to a preference • ' 

for death'by naturl^";cairses, it ks also expected thai^ belief in an afterlife / 

• , •, ■ , ; — .^•--xx' ••• _?j - / ; 7 •■ > 

""would result" ih a Vejectibn of euthaSisi'a. Acceptance > versus rejjection of - • / 
• ■ . • " ' ■•''','//' * • . ■- 

eut|ianasia'was''a>lso examined with resjject to: ^)belfilf ii)' an aft|rl if e,. -preferred 

duration -o¥ death, ""and 9)the age bV fesporidentS?| , I|: , Was' expected that' euthaHsia 

acceptance wou14 he related to; a)bef]ief in an afterlife,* b)pit'.eference .for ,a/ . 

sudden. .versus slow death (sine? euthanasia asfsureW.sVeed), 'and ,c)youhger ,* 

''^ subjects. J\Tso the- potential for conditional ac^tantrfe.'of euthanasia w&s^ 

examined' by coniparir»g~euthansia acc^p'ptance undeh-iwo conditions of decision 



control . . . / . 

Fioally, it, was expected that respondents preferring a sudden death were i 
likely to be younger. ■ " - 

. ^ ' ' ' ^ Method 

The predictir)ns>/ere assessed with information gainecl from an attitude ^ 
survey. The data from, this survey were comiajrised of responses. given by 331 ^ 
respondents to a fixed-schedule interview given door-to-door interview in 
the community of Lubbock, Texas. • Responses were collected by 25 trained 
interviewers. Of all persons approached, 13 per cent refused to participate. 
Another eight per cent of the data were unusuable due to interviewer error, < 
, leaving the in on from 331 respondents. Residences for the door-to- 

door interviewing were selecte'd usiji^ a combination of cluster and interval *: 
sampling. The person answering the cloor was asked for his/her cooperation 
if that individual was at least 18 years of age." The method of data analysis 
chosen to test, the relationsMps was- Chi Square. " ^ ; 

Results 

The acceptance versus rejection of euthansia (passive) was independent 

2 

of prefere^nce for natural versus accidental death, X (1 ) = 1.996,^.s'. ^ 

T ' ' .' i 

Acceptance of euthanasia was found -te coincide with- disbel fef in an . 

.. a/terlife, X^(l) = 6.98iri£. .01.. • ' ' 

Euthanasia was disproportionately accepted by younger subjects, X (1).'= *. ' 

8.091, .01. . ' ' / ' ' ^ - : . 

V- A disproportionate number of respondents approving of/^ne gBTieral 
. concept of passive euthanasia removed their Approval when ^euthanasia, decision- 

.making control was shifted firom patient to relatives, X Qj = 59.473, £; .001. 

\ ^ . ' < * 

. Acceptance versus reaectvion of euthanasia was independent of preference 
^ ^ • ' ^ \ * * 

^ for slow versus sudden Ideath, y(^(l) = 0.227, -nrs. ^ t 



_ Belief in an afterlife coincided with preference for death' by natural, 

2 

as opposed to accidental causes, X (1) = 6.590, £ .01. 

V 

^Belief in an afterlife was not related to prei^rence for slow versus 
sudden death, X^(l) ^ 0.97O, n.s. , ' 

Preference for slow versus sudden death^was not related to the respondents** 
young or older age, X (1).= 0.116, n.s..: . • / ' ' • - 



Discussion . 
Preferred cuase of death and preferred duration of death should be treated . 
as separate concepts. While the former was found to be related to beLief in 
an afterlife, the latter'^vas not. FurthjM^, neither concept was related to 
acceptance of euthanasia.'^ . ' ' ^ 

^ futhanasid acceptance was found to be related *ta disbelief in/arj afterlife, 
contrary to expectations. Perhaps a reliance on ^ secular solution, euthanasia,* 
•to moral dilemmas requires ^ secular philosophy/ Euthanasia acceptance was 
found disproportionately more in younger subjects, for whbrn the notion' is' probably 
, less threatening. Yet shifts in euthanasia decision cont:rol dramatically increase 
.the potential threat of the procedure for subjects overall.. Nearly; half of those 
who approved the genei;*^al concept of euthanasia removed approval when relatives 
would make the decision. * ' ' , ' ' . ■ 

Finally, tfie preferred duration of de^th was found to be independ^t^of the 

If * 
respondent' s age^ / ' ' * . 

•* . . . • 

^ This stjjdy fjas examined relationships, amdng several attitudesjcoricerning 

death and dying, including "attitudes. regar<;ling euthanasia. In 'that euthanasia^ ; 

.legalization is beginning to occur, much more need to be kr^v^n about^the dynamics. 

of -.euthanasia acceptance. ^ , ^ * . ' • 
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